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July 13, 1995

BY HAND DELIVERY

William F. Caton, Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Room 222
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Ex Parte Presentation: RM-8158

Dear Mr. Caton:

On Wednesday, July 12, 1995, Thomas L. Thompson and the undersigned,
on behalf of the Independent Data Communications Manufacturers Association
("IDCMA"), met with John Morabito, Deputy Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau's
Domestic Facilities Division, and William von Alven and Lisa Boehley of the Division, to
discuss IDCMA's opposition to the petition for rulemaking filed by Verilink Corporation.
In its petition, Verilink asks the Commission to amend its rules to allow carriers to bundle
Line Build Out ("LBO") functionality with regulated transmission services.

In the course of the meeting, IDCMA reviewed the basis for its opposition to
the Verilink petition and discussed developments since the close of the pleading cycle
which, IDCMA believes, provide further support for its contention that the Commission
should deny the Verilink petition. In the course of its presentation, IDCMA made the
following points:
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I. Under Established Commission Precedent, VeriUnk Must Make a Significant
Showing to Obtain the Relief it Seeks.

A. While Verilink purports to request only a modification of Pan 68 of
the Commission's Rules, implementation of its proposal also would
require a waiver of the Commission's No-Bundling Rule, 47 C.F.R.
§ 64.702(e).

B. The Commission has repeatedly assessed the benefits of the No­
Bundling Rule and, in each case, has found that preservation of the
rule is in the public interest. Indeed. in its recent NYNEX Entetprise
Services Order, 9 FCC Rcd 1608 (1994), the Commission expressly
stated that "the underlying rationale for the Commission's pro­
competitive CPE policies and rules remains as valid today as it was
during the Computer II Decisions.... The resulting increased
competition has driven improvements in equipment quality, lowered
CPE prices, and improved the performance of users' data
communications networks. "

C. Because of the significant pro-eompetitive benefits that have resulted
from the No-Bundling Rule, the Commission has required parties
seeking a waiver to meet a high threshold: they must demonstrate
that bundling of NCTE functionality is necessary to make the delivery
of a particular communications service possible, and that comparable
efficiencies and service offerings cannot be attained by providing
NCTE functions through unregulated CPE. See Amendment t2
Section 64.702 of the CQmm!ssion's Rules and Regulations <Third
Computer Ingyirv), Phase II, Memorandum and Order on
Reconsideration, 3 FCC Rcd 1150, 1167 (1988). The Commission
should apply an equaIJy high standard in considering proposals to
modify or eliminate the No-Bundling Rule.

II. Verilink Has Fallen Far Short of Meeting the Controlling Legal Standard.

A. Provision of NCTE FunctionalitY. NCTE functionality has been provided
successfully through unregulated CPE for nearly a decade. In view of this
facl, it is difficult to see how Verilink can satisfy the controlling waiver
standard. Nor do any of the specific justifications proffered by Verilir.k
provide an adequate basis for bundling LBO functionality with regulated
transmission services.
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B. Customer Contusion. Verilink's suggestion that LBO bundling is
necessary to prevent "customer confusion" is unfounded. The
IDCMA Member Companies have seen no evidence that customers
are confused by the need to set their Channel Service Units ("CSUs")
to one of three specified LBO settings. No party has provided
concrete evidence to the contrary. Indeed, the continued growth of the T-1
market undermines any suggestion of widespread customer confusion.

C. "Joint Engineerin&." Contrary to Verilink's suggestion, proper
operation of a CSU containing LBO functionality does not require
"joint engineering." Part 68 requires carriers to inform customers of
the proper setting for their CSU. If this is not sufficient, the
customer can request CSU vendors -- as part of the installation
process -- to set their CSU to the proper setting. Furthermore, there
are innovative CSUs on the market which automatically set
themselves to the proper setting. Thus, as several BOC commenters
recognized, the most customer-carrier coordination required is a singe
telephone call.

D. The ANSI T1 Standard. Verilink's suggestion that the FCC allow
carriers to bundle LBO functionality in order to bring FCC
regulations into conformity with ANSI standards is insupportable. As
an initial matter, industry standards should conform to FCC rules, not
visa versa. In addition, during the last year ANSI has changed its
"OSl Interface" standard (T1.403); the current standard (which has
been approved but not yet published) is expressly intended to
accommodate Part 68 (a pre-publication copy of the revised standard
is attached).

m. Allowing Carriers to Bundle LBO Functionality Would Have an Adverse
Competitive Impact on Independent CPE Manufacturers, Such As the IDCMA
Member Companies.

A. Existing "Intelligent CSUs" provide a wide range of functionality,
including LBO. To the extent that bundling renders this functionality
either redundant or inoperable, demand for these products will
decrease.
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B. Verilink's proposal is part of a larger effort to move functionality out
of competitively provided CPE and into the network. Evidence of
this trend can be seen in the functionality incorporated in the OS1
"Smart Jacks" developed by some carriers, which, while purporting
to provide loopback capability, are increasingly looking like CSUs
(see attached photographs). If this process is allowed to continue,
opportunities for independent CPE manufacturers to provide
innovative, intelligent CPE will be foreclosed.

IV. Allowing Carriers to Bundle LBO Functionality Would Harm End-Users.

A. Bundling LBO functionality into the network would reduce consumer
choice, render existing CSU functionality inoperable, limit the ability
of end-users to configure customer premises equipment in the most
efficient manner possible, complicate and increase the cost of
engineering and installing premises wiring, expose such wiring to
significantly higher risk of cross-talk interference, and reduce user
network reliability and availability.

B. For that reason, a wide-range of end user groups have opposed
proposals to allow bundling of LBO functionality into the network.
(Copies of the letters filed by two of the user groups -- the
International Communications Association and the Committee of
Corporate Telecommunications Users -- in the BellSouth LBO
Bundling Proceeding are attached herewith.)

V. Allowing Carriers to Bundle LltO Functionality Would Result in Less
Competition and More FCC Regulation.

A. The Commission's No-Bundling Rule requires carriers to separate
transmission service from competitively provided customer premises
equipment. This has resulted in a competitive CPE market. The rule
does not prevent carriers from providing customer premises
equipment -- including CSUs containing LBO functionality -- as long
as they make this equipment available separately from their
transmission service.
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B. Modifying or eliminating the No-Bundling Rule would!1Qt be
deregulatory. To the contrary, it would result in functionality -- now
provided on a competitive, non-regulated basis -- being offered by a
part of the monopoly local exchange service, subject to Commission
price regulation.

VI. The Commission Should Deny VeriJink's Petition.

A. Verilink has not advanced any basis to justify a departure from the
Commission's long-standing and pro-competitive No-Bundling policy.

B. Initiating a new rulemaking based on so weak a factual record would be an
inefficient use of scarce Commission resources.

C. Initiating a new rulemaking also would impose an additional burden on users
and independent manufacturers who would be required -- yet again -- to
defend the No-Bundling Rule. Initiating such a proceeding doubtless would
encourage other parties to bring similarly meritless challenges to the No­
Bundling Rule. The end-result would be continued marketplace uncertainty,
which would clearly dampen the incentive of independent manufacturers to
continue to develop -- and users to continue to acquire -- innovative new
products.

As noted above, several documents were distributed at the meeting. In
accordance with Section 1.1206(a) of the Commission's rules, two copies of these
documents are attached to this letter for inclusion in the public record.

Because of the lateness of the hour at which the meeting concluded, this
letter is being filed on the next business day.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Enclosure

Sincerely,

Jonathan~
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cc: John Morabito
William von Alven
Lisa Boehley
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Abstract

This standard provides the requirements for a DS1 metallic interface. referred to as the networt!. interface
(NI), for a network-ta-customer installation (CI). Requirements include electrical characteristics, format
parameters. and physical characteristics at the Nt. This standard provides NI compatibility information
and is not meant to be an equipment specification. This standard is a revisioa of T1 .•03-1989, and
replaces it in its entirety.
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Annex F
(informative)

Line bulld-out

F.1 R...t....d line end...ction deaign

In the design of I repeatered line, the last section - known IS the "end-section" - transmits Ind recewes
pulses between the final sp8n-line repeater Ind the custome(s netwoIt chennel tenninlting equipment
(NCTE). The tlrget loss range for In end-section is 0 to 22.0 dB 1). This loss has been partitioned into
the following ranges:

- 0 to 16.5 dB from the Jast repeater to the NI;

- 0 to 5.5 dB from the Nt to the NCTE.

F.2 Description of LBO

A line build-out (LBO) attenuates the signal from the Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) transmitter.
The LBO does not produee simple (resiStive) flit loss, but mher slmutates CIbIe loss so that the
resulting signal can be handled properly by the receiver equllizer at the other end.

F.3 Need for LBO

,.

I t)

Some regenerators require thlt inpullignlls be attenuated by at least 7.5 dB below a nominll3 V putse.
LBO in the CPE is needed to limit the signll I"""itude at the input to the regenef'ltor tn tnstlftltions
where the attenuation between the regenerator and the NCTE is less thin this Imount.

LBO may also be needed to control signal level differences at repeateredefine route junctions where
there is no repeater at the junction. Such junctions are referred to IS non-repeatered route junctions
(NRRJs). A NRRJ is Hfustrated in figure E.1. There is I f.r~nd crosstalk (FEXT) coupling path between
circuits A and B, as shown in the figure. This COUpling occurs between the NRRJ and repeater location
'1. If the loss LR is significantly M!ss than the sum of L1 .nd L2, the crosstalk from circuit 8 may cause
such a high noise levet at repeater location'1 that errors are created. To control this noise, the
maximum signal level difference at NRRJs. denoted as A, is limited to 7.5 dB 2), where

~= I L1 +L2-LR I
LR mlY have values ranging from 7.5 to 22.0 dB. The sum of L1 and L2 may range from 0 to 22.0 dB.
When these values are not within 7.5 dB of each other, LBO is needed to maintlin an acceptable Big.,.1
level difference.

F.3 FCC requirements for LBO

FCC Part 68 Rules require that networtl chaMel tenninating equipment (NCTE) for DS1 include LBO
networks in 7.5 dB steps. Three values of LBO options, with specific labels 8S shown below. are
required.

1) All values of attenuation are specified It 772 kHz.

2) This assumes that the value of L2 is known. In practice. this is not usually the case. It should be noted that
this standard allows it to have any value between 0 and 5.5 dB. To account for this variation in signal level, it may
be necessary to limit the difference between l1 and lR to. value much less than 7.5 dB.
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Option label

A
B
C

Attenuation It n2 kHz
(dB)
o

7.5
15.0

s· n,.

ANSI T1.~3·1"X

p rll!ill

Part 88 sUpulates that a 7.5 dB LBO network (option 5) have the following transfer function:

K _

Where:
no I:

n1 I:

~I:

dol:
d1 I:

~I:
d3 I:

S =
f I:

1.648 x 1()8
7.He1 x 10-1

8.2404 x 1o-a
2.1812 x 1()6
1.7223
•.575 x 10-7

3.8307 X 10-14

j21f. f
frequency (Hz)

FCC Part 88 Rules also address the ~minislmion of LBO. When L2 of figure E.1 is negligible, and the
value of L1 is known. the customer is instructed to set the value of LBO so that:

L1 + LBO =18 dB :t. dB

It should be noted that this approKh fails to address OS1 signals delivered from a multiplexer instead of
a metallic repeatered line. In this inIlance. L1 • O. The negligible vllue of L1 yields 15 dB of LBO using
the above equation. The multiplexer. however. requires I nominll 3 V signll which corresponds to 0 dB
of LBO. For this reason. this standard requires that the carrier advise the customer of the totll signll
attenuation inVOlved, using LBO codes A. B, or C.

NOTE: Certain NCTE may provide the option to automlticelly select the LBO Htting as a function of
received level. Automatic LBO HIection may be used when the carner has advised the use of LBO code B
or C. It should not be used if the carrier has advised the use of LBO code A.

F.5 Substitution of customer cable los. for LBO

The total CI attenuation will be composed of the customer cable loss and one of the three LBO
attenuations. Three loss ranges result:

Case 1:

Case 2:

Case 3:

oto 5.5 dB

7.5 to 13.0 dB

15.0 to 22.0 dB

(carTier advises LBO code A)

(cartier advises LBO code B)

(cartier advises LBO code C)
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When the e-rrier Idvtses an LBO code of A. the CI e-bte loss Is presumed to be In the range of 0 to 5.5
dB as shown In figure F.1. •

When the e-mer Idvtles an LBO code of B7.5 to 13.0 dB. The customer US the option of positioning
the NCTE further from the HI. and utilizing LBO code A. as long a. the cable loss is in the range 7.5 to
13.0 dB. When the camer advtMs LBO option code C. the CUltomer h8s even more fleXIbility. The
following table summanzes the tnIdeOf'f options between LBO and customer e-ble loss.

Customer options

Clrrter-adviled
COde

A
B

Cable Loss
(dB)

0.0·5.5
0.0·5.5

7.5·13.0

HCTELBO
option ...'

A
B
A

C 0.0·5.5
7.5 ·13.0
15.0·20.5

C
B
A

NeT!

NI ------- ---

Circuit B

t
.....-t--o+-- L2

--l
L1

CIrcuit A.

FEXT'
-4_,•• ",_-'..._,., '-_..

RPTR LOCATtON II 1

.......----------------.L.R ---..

Figure F.1 • Non-ntpeatared route junctiona
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AT"l'ACBMENT III
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T1.403-199X

Revilionof
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Draft American National Staodard
for Telecommunications -

Network-to-Customer Installation ­
OS1 Metallic Interface

secretariat

Alliance for TelecommunlcMlons Industry Solutions

Approved Month _, 19_

American National Standards Institute, Inc

Abstract

This standard provides the requirements for a DS1 metallic interface, referred to as the networX interface
(NI), for a networX-to-customer installation (el). Requirements include electrical characlelistics, format
parameters, and physical characteristics It the NI. This standard provides NI compatibility information
and is not meant to be an equipment specification. This standard is a revision of T1.403-1989, and
replaces it in its entirety.
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Annex F
(infonnative)

Line bulld-out

F.1 R.peat....d line .nd...etion d....n

In the design of 8 repeatered Itne, the list section· known as the -end-section-· transmits and receives
pulses between the tinal spin-line repeater and the custome", network chlnnel tenninating equipment
(NCTE). The tlrget loss range for In end-section is 0 to 22.0 dB 1). This loss has been partitioned into
the following ranges:

·0 to 16.5 dB from the last repeater to the Nf;

·0 to 5.5 dB from the NI to the NCTE.

F.2 Description of LBO

A line build-out (LBO) attenuates the signal from the Customer Premises Equipment (CPE) transmitter.
The LBO does not produce simple (ruiItive) flat loss. but mher simulates cable loss 10 that the
resulting signal can be handled property by the receiver equalizer at the other end.

F.3 Need for LBO

Some regenerators require that input signals be attenuated by at least 7.5 dB below a nominal 3 V pulse.
LBO in the CPE is needed to limit the signal amplitude at the Input to the regenel'1ltor in instIRltions
where the attenuation between the regenel1ltor and the NCTE is less than this amount.

LBO may also be needed to control SIgnal level differences at repeatered-line route junctions where
there is no repeater at the junction. Such junctions are referred to IS non-reputered route junctions
(NRRJs). A NRRJ is iIIustmed in ligUle E.1. There is a 'ar-end CIOSIhIlk (FEXT) coupling pIdh between
circuits A and B, as shown in the figure. This coupling occurs between the NRRJ and repeater location
#1. If the loss LR is significantly less than the sum of L1 and L2. the crosstalk from circuit B may cause
such a high noise level at repeater location #1 that errors are created. To control this noise. the
maximum signal level difference at NRRJs, denoted as A, is Hmlted to 7.5 dB 2), where

A= I L1 +L2-LR I
LR may have values ranging from 7.5 to 22.0 dB. The sum of L1 and L2 may range from 0 to 22.0 dB.
When these values are not within 7.5 dB of each other, LBO is needed to maintain an acceptable signal
level difference.

F.3 FCC requirements for LBO

FCC Part 66 Rules require that network channel tenninating equipment (NCTE) for OS1 Include LBO
netwol1ts in 7.5 dB steps. Three values of LBO options, with specific labels as shown below, are
required.

1) All values of attenuation are specified at 772 kHz.

2) This assumes that the value of L2 is known. In pr.ctice, this is not usu.lly the case. It should be noted th.t
this standard .lIows it to have .ny value betwHn 0 and 5.5 dB. To account for this variation in .ign.ll.....et, it may
be necessary to limit the difference between L1 .nd LR to a value much less thIn 7.5 dB.
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Option label

A
B
C

Attenuation at n2 kHz
(dB)

o
7.5

15.0

Part a8 stipulates that I 7.5 dB LBO network (option B) hive the fotlowing transfer function:

Where:
no=
n, ­
11:2-
da-
d, ­
~=

~­
S =
f -

n~2 + n,S +"0
K

d3S3 +~2 + d,S + do

1.&48 x 10S
7.1881 x 10-'
8.2404 x 1o.a
2.1812 x 10S
1.7223
".575 x 10-7

3.8307 X 10-'4t
/2 .. ,
frequency (Hz)

FCC Plrt ee Rules also address the administration of LBO. When l2 of figure E.1 Is negligible, and the
value of L1 is known. the customer Is instructed to set the value of LBO so that:

L1 + LBO =18 dB ± .. dB

It should be noted that this Ipproach fails to address OS1 signals delivered from a multiplexer instead of
I metallic repeltered line. In thiS instance. L1 • O. The negligibte value of L1 yields 15 dB of LBO using
the above equation. The muttiptexer, however, requites I nominal 3 V signal which cofNSPOlldS to 0 dB
of LBO. For this reason, this It.ant requires that the carrier advise the customer of the total signal
Itlenuation involved, using LBO codes A, B. or C.

NOTE: Certain NCTE mlY provide the option to eutomlticalty HIed the LBO setting I' I function of
r.ceived level. Autometic LBO Mlection mey be UHd when the elmer hi' edYiled the u.. of LBO code B
or C. It should not be used If thl Clmer hIS IdYiHd the use of LBO code A.

F.5 Substitution of customer cable loss for LBO

The totll CI attenuation will be composed of the customer cable loss and one of the three LBO
attenuations. Three loss ranges result:

Case 1:

Case 2:

Case 3:

o to 5.5 dB

7.5 to 13.0 dB

15.0 to 22.0 dB

(carrier advises LBO code A)

(carrier advises LBO code B)

(carrier advises LBO code C)
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When the almer advlses.n LBO code of A. the C' c:.ble loss Is presumed to be In the range of 0 to 5.5
dB .5 shown In figure F.1. -

When the almer advises .n LBO code of 87.5 to 13.0 dB. The customer has the opUon of posttlonlng
the NCTE further from the NI. and uUIII:Ing L80 code A••5 long u the c:.ble loss is in the rlnge 7.5 to
13.0 dB. When the almer.eMMa UIO option code C. the customer has even more flexibility. The
following "ble summ.riZes the tnIdeoff optIonS between LBO .nd customer c.ble loss.

Customer options

A
B

c

0.0 - 5.5
0.0 - 5.5

7.5 -13.0
0.0 - 5.5

7.5 -13.0
15.0·20.5

NCTELBOoption..-,
A
B
A
C
B
A

NOTE

..- .., --_.

Circuit B

ClrCLftA

HI ------ .. ---

FEXT---. .,-_.
'f .r

RFTR LOCATION #1

......---------------lJ\~

FigUN F.1 - Non~lM*red route junctions
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January 18, 1990

at ... S "t-t,... ~..,..
,.....c. ,. ~ :

, .~ :

Richard M. Fir••tone
Chief, Co..on Carrier"~ur.au

Federal eo..un1cationa Commi••1on
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 500
Wa.hinqton, D.C. 20554

Re: lellSouth Petition tor Declaratory ~ulinq

or Waiver concerning Lin. Build Out (LBO)
for OS-l S,ryie••

Th. In~.rnational Communication. A••ociation (WICAN) hereby
oppo••• the abov.-r,t.r.nc.d petition. leA i. the larq•• t and
mo.t broadly-baa.d or,anizatlon of t.l.co..unica~ion. end us.r.
in the Onit.~ Stat... lCA'. m.mb.r. -- ~or. than 700 major
corporat., .ducational, and qovernm.n~al user. of
tel.communication••quip••nt, taciliti•• , and .ervice. -- sp.nd,
in the a9vravate, approx1aat.ly $1& billion p.r y,ar on
t.l.communication••quipm.nt, taciliti•• and ••rvice•.

lCA hal r.vi.w.d the pl.ading and corr••pond.nce .u~mitted

to the Comm1a.ion with r ••p.ct to 8.l1South'. petition, and it i.
IeA/. opinion that the carri.r hal not pre••nt.d an a~eq~at.

justification tor the r.li.f requ.sted.

8ellSouth ha. not .hown that the impl.mentation ot the line
build out (Lao) tunctionality on the carri.r .1d. ot the N.tworK
Intertac. (NI) 1. n.c••••ry to p.rmi~ ad.quat. t.st1nq.
Oppon.nt. of B.llSouth'. petition have d.monatrat.d that any
n.c••••ry t ••ting can b. r.adily accompli.hed without
lmplementinq LBO in a -.mart jackN on the carrier side or the NI,
a. 8ellSouth propo••s.
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. Richard :!. Fire.tone
January 18, 1990
Paqe 2

Fo~ rCA member. who are DS-l cu,tomera, ~he etfect of
grant1nq the relief reque.ted by aellSouth would be: higher rate.
and char,e., reduced flexibility, and increa.ed electrornaqnet1c
interference.

V.era of OS-l ••rvie•• would be roreed, throuqh increa••d
carrier rat•••nd ••rvioe te•• , to pay the additional and
unn.c••••ry coat of in.tallinq and maintaining lin. att.nuation
t ••tinq equipment on the carri.r .ide of the NI. The flexibility
pre••ntly enjoyed by DS-1 cuatomera in loeatinq Channel Service
Unit. (CIU.) wIthin .everal hundred teet of the NI would b.
qr.atly reduced it LIO ie provided on the carrier aide of ~h. NI.
The introduction ot hiqh lignal power levela into premi.e.
wiring, required to implement carrier-eide LaO, would increa••
the potential for cro••talk and for .lectromaqnetic interference
in the vicinity of 772 kHz.

aellsouth has noe .hown that the propo.ed miqration ot
functionality trom CPE to the network complie. with Commi••ion
policy aa enunciat.d in the Third CORput.; IDgp1ry. a,port and
Qr4lr, 2 FCC Rc~ 3072, 3105 at para. 234 (19'7). On the
contrary, the impl.m.nt~t1on or LBO in a ·.mart jack· as propos.d
by eellSouth would violate the Co~1.s1on'. policy, a. it would
imp.raia.ibly int.rf.~. with the p.rtormance ot functions
pre••ntly p.rform.d by competit1v.ly-.upp11.d ePEe 14. at para
232. Accordinqly, BellSouth'. P.tition should be d.nied.

Sincer.ly,

!<:..,e~
Brian R. Moir
W.ah1n9ton Coun.el to leA

8RM: 1tl

cc: Donna R. Searcy (und.r separate cover, tor inclusion in the
public r.cord)
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EX PABT;;Donna R. Searc:y
Seoretary
Federal Communication. Commi•• ion
1919 M Street, N.W.
waah1nqton, DC 20554

Re: SellSouth Petition tor Oeclaratory Ruling, or
Alternatively, RIgy.lt tor L1mi;ed HaiYlr

Oear Ma. Searoy:

Purluant to S.ction 1.120~(a} (1) ot the Co~~is.ion's Rules,
the Int.r~ational Communication. A.lociation hereby submits two
copi•• ot • writt.n ax part. pr••entation which 1s being tiled
today with the Co~on Carrier Bur.au in connection with the
WP,t1tlon tor D.claratory Ruling, or Alt.rnatively, R.quest for
Limit.d WaiverM tiled by 8.l1South Corporation on December 9,
1988, to allow lin. build out tunctior.ality to be provided in the
tran.mi••~C?n path of D8-1 .ervic.. .a .. component of r.qulat.d
n.twork inte~tae. conn.ctor.. Thil presentation il b.inq filed
in this non-r.stricted proc••dinq tollowinq the cloae of the
r.ply comm.nt peried eatablish.d by Public Notice, DA SS-19G6,
rel,a.ed December 29, 1988.



I.. • I •

Donna R. searcy
January 18, 1990
Paqe 2

Should any que.tiona art•• coneern1nq thi. tranamittal,
pl.a•• communicate directly with und.ra1gned coun.el.

Very truly yours,

~~,Q(31~
~:;A~os••r

LAB: lb

::. c.-
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,COMMITTEE OF CORPORATE TELECOMM'UNlCATIONS USERS

~,;

August 10, 1989
RE: BeH South Petition for Declaratory
,Ruling or Waiver Concerning Une Build
Out for 08-1 Services.

Ms. Donna R. Searcy
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 222
Washingtont D:C. 20554

TREASURER
MR. MARK SA~L.EwICZ ,
618 FILBERT STREET
ROSELLE PARK. NJ 07204
201-480-5124 '"

DIRecTOR OF LEGISLAlWE AFFAIRS
MR. KENNETH L PHILLIPS

VICE·PRESIDENT FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS
.. POLICY , ..

. criieoRPJCITIBANK N.A.
399 PARK AVE. '

, NEW YOI1K. NEW YORK 10043

212-559-4900

CHAI,R~AN

....R. JAM!~ S. TRA~ER
TELESPECTRA ASSOCIATeS
521 FIFTH AV~NUE "
NEW YOAK. NEW YORK 10175

212-757·~63S

Dear ~.s. Searcy:
~
/

The Committee of Corporate Telecommunications Users (CCTU) Is a not-for-
profit corporation wh\ch represents some thirty of the nation's largest telecom·
munications users, from many different sectors of govemment and commerce
including banking, insurance,computer manufacturers, direct-mail advertisers,
municipal governments, and others.

The ecru is very ci>ncerned over the likely effects of the a6ceptance of the
above captioned Bell South petition, which seeks to migrate certain Customer
Premises Equipment (CPE) at least functionaHylrom users' OS~1 equipment
into a carrier·provided facility or device. /

According to Bell South, a ·smart iack~ would be in91uded ina Line Build Out
(LBO) Funotionality, and would be 'added to the Network Interface located on '
the oustomer premises. The LBO woUld be interposed between the users
equipment and the teiecemmunicatiens network" directly on the DS-1
transmission path. As the Bell South petition stiputates, The LBO capability
>built into th~ existing CPE (CSU) , as requited under FCC Part 68 rules would

'be rendered superfluous. For the reasons addressed below, the ecru
opposes all aspects of th9 Bell South petition and urges the Commission to
deny it in its entirety. .

Migration of the LBO functionality in,to the network would adversely effect the
increasingly large us~r base supporting the 05-1 Service, which increasingly
,now consists of end users, raths'r than· re-sallers, or other traditional consumers
,of broadband facilities. 'Inde'ed, the ,future of information servi~s· may be
difficult to predict, however the demand' for broadband stemmi,ng for the high­
resolution transmission of graphics~based information isa certainty.'

. ;
-, ....

" ":,..



Customer provid.ed signal regeneratfon equipment, in addition to swap outs of
existing CPE (to power the newly required regenerative repeaters) will all be ­
required, due to the inefficient distance limitations imposed between. the CSU
and the Network Interface. .

<~ -; .. ,.::"- ..... ~
~. .. ...

, • • #~..

Ms. Don~a R.Seatcy .. ' 2
. -- August 10,'1989

.~'

Implementation of the Bell South proposal would require increases in the signal
power traversing inside wiring in almost all cases. This in turn would
significantly increase the probability of disruptive inductive crosstalk, as well as
th.e likelihood of using'adjacent inside wiring conductors for other applications•

. sfnce this wiring is not typically shielded. This in turn, would requIre users to
install duplicate inside wiring, and in the financial services sector, incur costs for
shielding or other security measu~es directed at limiting emitted Interference.

The Bell South proposal; in the'final analysis, would limit the use of existing
CPE, increase costs associated with supporting DS-1 service, and make the
indemnification of iailures. be they withh1 active transmission eqUipment. or
within local wiring far more difficult.

From a policy perspective, we are even more deeply troubled by the precedent
set by moving CPE fune:tionalities out of the competitive sector, just at a time
when the clear direction is toward increased deregulation, and into the
completely monopolistic province of the loca.l exchange company_ Indeed, the
Comr-,jssion for some time has repeatedly found that greater choice of CPE
leads to enhanced overall efficiencies, and that greater choice without
exception stems from a competitive marketp!ace~

,-

In short, we see no redeeming value in the Bell South petition, feel that it is a
significant step away from the competitive CPE marketplace which the
Commission has long endorsed. and urge its rejection.

We appreciate your consideration of this comment, and ask that it be placed in
the record of the procedure concerning the above capti.oned Bell South Petition.

.'Respectfully submitted,

cc: T.J. Meyers, Esq.
Board of Directors


